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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - (e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for 
patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by 
the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application 
filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of 
an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 10-12, 17-18, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Curry et al. (US Patent No. 6493669). 

1 . Regarding claims 1 and 17, Curry et al. disclose a feedback process for providing 
feedback for unrecognized speech comprising: 

a speech input process for receiving a speech command as spoken by a user 
(118 of figure 1); and 

an unrecognized speech comparison process, responsive to said speech input 
process, for comparing said user's speech command to a plurality of recognized speech 
commands available in a speech library to determine if said user's speech command is 
unrecognized speech, as opposed to non-speech (col. 3, In. 31-36). 

2. Regarding claims 10 and 28, Curry et al. disclose a feedback process for 
providing feedback for unrecognized speech comprising: 
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a speech input process for receiving a speech command as spoken by a user 
(118 of figure 1); 

an unrecognized speech comparison process, responsive to said speech input 
process, for comparing said user's speech command to a plurality of recognized speech 
commands available in a speech library to determine if said user's speech command is 
unrecognized speech, as opposed to non-speech (col. 3, In. 31-36); and 

an unrecognized speech response process, responsive to said unrecognized 
speech comparison process determining that said user's speech command is 
unrecognized speech, for generating a generic response which is provided to said user 
(col. 4, In. 25-43). 

3. Regarding claims 2 and 18, Curry et al. further disclose that the feedback 
process further comprises an unrecognized speech response process, responsive to 
said unrecognized speech comparison process determining that said user's speech 
command is unrecognized speech, for generating a generic response which is provided 
to said user (col. 4, In. 25-43). 

4. Regarding claims 3 and 1 1 , Curry et al. further disclose that a generic response 
is a visual response (col. 4, In. 33-38). 

5. Regarding claims 4 and 12, Curry et al. further disclose that a generic response 
is an audible response (col. 4, In. 33-38). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5-8, 13-15, and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Curry et al. (US Patent No. 6493669) in view of Epstein (US Patent 
No. 5465317). 

6. Regarding claim 13, Curry et al. disclose a feedback process for providing 
feedback for unrecognized speech comprising: 

a speech input process for receiving a speech command as spoken by a user 
(118 of figure 1); and 

an unrecognized speech comparison process, responsive to said speech input 
process, for comparing the user's speech command to a plurality of recognized speech 
commands available in the speech library to determine if the user's speech command is 
unrecognized speech, as opposed to non-speech (col. 3, In. 31-36). 

Curry et al. fails to specifically disclose that the unrecognized speech comparison 
process includes a user speech modeling process for performing an acoustical analysis 
of the user's speech command and generating a user speech acoustical model for the 
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user's speech command; wherein the unrecognized speech comparison process further 
includes a recognized speech modeling process for performing an acoustical analysis of 
each of the plurality of recognized speech commands and generating a recognized 
speech acoustical model for each recognized speech command, thus generating a 
plurality of recognized speech acoustical models. 

However, Epstein teaches that the unrecognized speech comparison process 
includes a user speech modeling process for performing an acoustical analysis of the 
user's speech command and generating a user speech acoustical model for the user's 
speech command (col. 4, In. 13-19); wherein the unrecognized speech comparison 
process further includes a recognized speech modeling process for performing an 
acoustical analysis of each of the plurality of recognized speech commands and 
generating a recognized speech acoustical model for each recognized speech 
command, thus generating a plurality of recognized speech acoustical models (col. 5, 
In. 15-22, acoustic speech models have already been generated and pre-stored in 
acoustic command models store 12 of figure 1). The advantage of using the teaching of 
Epstein in Curry et al. is to enhance recognition accuracy by comparing user's acoustic 
model against acoustic models stored in the library. 

Since Curry et al. and Epstein are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Curry et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
Epstein in order to enhance recognition accuracy by comparing the user's acoustic 
model against acoustic models stored in the library. 
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7. Regarding claims 5 and 19, Curry et al. fail to specifically disclose that the 
unrecognized speech comparison process includes a user speech modeling process for 
performing an acoustical analysis of the user's speech command and generating a user 
speech acoustical model for said user's speech command. However, Epstein teaches a 
process for performing an acoustical analysis of the user's speech command and 
generating a user speech acoustical model for the user's speech command (col. 4, In. 
13-19). The advantage of using the teaching of Epstein in Curry et al. is to enhance 
recognition accuracy by comparing acoustic models. 

Since Curry et al. and Epstein are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Curry et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
Epstein in Curry et al. order to enhance recognition accuracy by comparing acoustic 
models. 

8. Regarding claims 6 and 20, the modified Curry et al. al. fails to specifically 
disclose that the unrecognizable speech comparison process further includes a 
recognized speech modeling process for performing an acoustical analysis of each of 
the plurality of recognized speech commands and generating a recognized speech 
acoustical model for each recognized speech command, thus generating a plurality of 
recognized speech acoustical models. 
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However, Epstein teaches a process for performing an acoustical analysis of 
each of the plurality of recognized speech commands and generating a recognized 
speech acoustical model for each recognized speech command, thus generating a 
plurality of recognized speech acoustical models (col. 5, In. 15-22, acoustic speech 
models have already been generated and pre-stored in acoustic command models store 
12 of figure 1 ). The advantage of using the teaching of Epstein in the modified Curry et 
al. is to enhance the recognition accuracy. 

Since the modified Curry et al. and Epstein are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to further modify Curry et al. by incorporating 
the teaching of Epstein in order to enhance the recognition accuracy. 

9. Regarding claims 7, 14, and 21 , the modified Curry et al. fails to specifically 
disclose that the unrecognized speech comparison process further includes an 
acoustical model comparison process for comparing the user speech acoustical model 
to each of the recognized speech acoustical models, thus defining a plurality of 
acoustical scores which relate to the user's speech command, one score for each the 
comparison performed. 

However, Epstein teaches a process for comparing the user speech acoustical 
model to each of the recognized speech acoustical models, thus defining a plurality of 
acoustical scores which relate to the user's speech command, one score for each the 
comparison performed (col. 5, In. 15-23). The advantage of using the teaching of 
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Epstein in the modified Curry et al. is to provide a mean to select the best recognizing 
candidate. 

Since the modified Curry et al. and Epstein are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to further modify Curry et al. by incorporating 
the teaching of Epstein in order to provide a mean to select the best recognizing 
candidate. 



10. Regarding claims 8, 15, and 22, the modified Curry et al. d i sc l oco^thQt -the 
unrecognized speech comparison process further includes an unrecognized speech 
window process for defining an acceptable range of acoustical scores indicative of 
unrecognized speech, wherein the user's speech command is defined as unrecognized 
speech if the acoustical score, chosen from a plurality of acoustical scores, which 
indicates the highest level of acoustical match falls within an acceptable range of 
acoustical scores. 

However, Epstein teaches a process further includes an unrecognized speech 
window process for defining an acceptable range of acoustical scores indicative of 
unrecognized speech (col. 10, In. 28-33, initializing the recognition threshold defines the 
recognition and unrecognition ranges), wherein the user's speech command is defined 
as unrecognized speech if the acoustical score, chosen from a plurality of acoustical 
scores, which indicates the highest level of acoustical match falls within an acceptable 
range of acoustical scores (col. 10, In. 16-23). The advantage of using the teaching of 
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Epstein in the modified Curry et al. is to define the recognition boundary to allow the 
system to select or reject the recognition result. 

Since the modified Curry et al. and Epstein are analogous art because they are 
from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to further modify Curry et al. by incorporating 
the teaching of Epstein in order to define the recognition boundary to allow the system 
to either select or reject the recognition result. 

Claims 9, 16, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Curry et al. (US Patent No. 6493669) in view of Epstein (US Patent No. 5465317) 
and further in view of Gammel et al. (US Patent No. 5832429). 

1 1 . Regarding claims 9, 16, and 23, the modified Curry et al. as applied to claim 7 fail 
to disclose that a plurality of recognized speech commands includes an unrecognized 
speech entry, the recognized speech modeling process further performs an acoustical 
analysis on the unrecognized speech entry to generate an unrecognized speech 
acoustical model for the unrecognized speech entry, and the acoustical model 
comparison process further compares the user speech acoustical model to the 
unrecognized speech acoustical model to define an unrecognized speech acoustical 
score; wherein the user's speech command is defined as unrecognized speech if an 
unrecognized speech acoustical score indicates a higher level of acoustical match than 
any of the plurality of acoustical scores. 
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However, Gammel et al. teach a process for performing an acoustical analysis on 
the unrecognized speech entry to generate an unrecognized speech acoustical model 
for the unrecognized speech entry (col. 1, In. 30-31 and col. 5, In. 55-63), and the 
acoustical model comparison process further compares the user speech acoustical 
model to the unrecognized speech acoustical model to define an unrecognized speech 
acoustical score (col. 1, In. 30-31), wherein the user's speech command is defined as 
unrecognized speech if an unrecognized speech acoustical score indicates a higher 
level of acoustical match than any of the plurality of acoustical scores (col. 8, In. 13-15). 
The advantage of using the teaching of Gammel et al. in the modified Curry et al. is to 
create a garbage model used to explain unrecognized speech. 

Since the modified Curry et al. and Gammel et al. are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify Curry et al. 
by incorporating the teaching of Gammel et al. in order to create a garbage model used 
to explain unrecognized speech. 

Claim 24-27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Curry 
et al. (US Patent No. 6493669). 

12. Regarding claim 24, Curry et al. fail to specifically disclose computer program 
product residing on a computer readable medium having a plurality of instructions 
stored thereon which, when executed by the processor, cause that processor to perform 
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the method disclosed claim 10. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the feedback process of 
claim 10 in software to perform feedback for unrecognized speech. The benefit of doing 
this is to let the user know that the input speech command is unrecognized so that the 
user inputs a different command. 

13. Regarding claims 25, 26, and 27, Curry et al. fail to specifically disclose the 
computer readable medium is a random access memory (RAM), read only memory 
(ROM), a hard disk drive, respectively. However, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that RAM, ROM, and hard disk drive are storage media of a 
computer. The advantage of this is to provide a convenient way to maintain and update 
the system. 

Claims 29-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Curry et al. (US Patent No. 6493669) in view of Franz et al. (US Patent No. 6278968). 

14. Regarding claims 29-32, Curry et al. fail to specifically disclose that the processor 
and memory are incorporated into a wireless communication device, cellular phone, a 
personal digital assistant, palmtop computer, and child's toy, respectively. However, 
Franz et al. teach that the processor and memory are incorporated into a wireless 
communication device (col. 9, In. 16), cellular phone (col. 9, In. 16), a personal digital 
assistant (col. 9, In. 16), and palmtop computer (col. 9, In. 16, PDA is a palmtop 
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computer). The advantage of using the teaching of Franz et al. in Curry et al. is to 
provide a mean for storing application programs used to process the input speech. 

Since Curry et al. and Franz et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Curry et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
Franz et al. in order to provide a mean for storing application programs used to process 
the input speech. 

Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Curry et 
al. (US Patent No. 6493669) in view of Gabai et al. (US Patent No. 6160986). 

15. Regarding claim 33, Curry et al. fail to specifically disclose that a processor and 
memory are incorporated into a child's toy. However, Gabai et al. teach that a 
processor and memory are incorporated into a child's toy (figures 6 and 7). The 
advantage of using the teaching of Gabai et al. in Curry et al. is to provide a mean for 
storing application programs used to process the input speech. 

Since Curry et al. and Gabai et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Curry et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
Gabai et al. in order to provide a mean for storing application programs used to process 
the input speech. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Huyen Vo whose telephone number is 703-305-8665 
and email address is huven.vo@usDto.gov . The examiner can normally be reached on 
M-F, 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To can be reached on 703-305-4827. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-306-0377. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-306- 



0377. 
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